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In l97l 1 was a member of a CSAA panel enquiring into the future of
A L

.z

sociblogy and apthropology in Canada. At that time many ?f tqday‘f

anthropology departments in our universities were still j ined to genérally
larger and more established sociology departments Thus*it was probably too
early then to be making a universal appeal for applied thhropology to be

added- go the curriculum, for it appeared a uebulous sdkdiscipline lacking
‘ ¢4,

the scholarly and professional standing among academic-social scientists

L
A J

necessary to advance the develbping anthropological cause of that day. In my

s

report to the CSAA 1 referred to the need as 1 saw~it, for antHropology in

3

' Canada to.establish credibility among the general public and institutional

decisipn makets, if it were-to continue to dev Op as'a contributing social -

science. I suggested, on the basis of responses to a questionnaire survey

%

administered to nearly 500. univetsity-based anthropologists, sociologists
and’ biologists in Canada, that anthropologists (1) had a more negative image

. ‘ . e
of themselves in comparison to members of the other two disciplines., and

-

(2) they collectively'did less to counter their perceived irrelevagce >
) .

(Freeman '1971a).- -

. —-
’

# In this present paper I wish tgﬁtake the issue one stage further, and

.suggest that'soncern to establish widespr&ad q;edibility will in tum depend

>

’ on anthropologists facing,the requirements of public accountability, for

. c;edibility is not ‘readily or.uncritically bestowed on academics by publics
. .. e, . - . )

outside of academe. I wgpld‘suggest'th4§ the nature of research we do, as
A . .

L 4

. e ‘ ‘
'applied anthropologists' (and I will return to that term later) does not have

the moat direct bearing on our establishing public credibility: the

-

utilization of our research findings is the far more important factor, and it

raises a host of related questions, as to,.sor example, the role of scientist.
- -
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ag advocate. The important relationships between research fynding, recruit-

|
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.- ment into the profession, utilization of research results and credibility " - -

are ‘summarized in ngure 1. I do not wish to speak furthet on these relé\ion-

N . .
hY

ships, other than to emphasize\two_important aspects of the paradigm. (1) the
. ] . .
" important feedback relationship between utilizition and credibility and (20

the indirect and secondary role that institutional support playé in inff&%nc:,

. . .
ing quality of research.1

CHOOSING A LA%EL

. : ‘ e -
/7 -

. The anthropological literature gcontains 'several labels .and descript-

+

ions of suggested roles for anthropologists_invblved, on“the-ground, with the

-

process of social/cultural change. The alternatiées'range from the most de-

tached and least interxcessionist to the most socletally involved and activist . -\
w . ‘ * T
F 4 ’ A z . ‘
' in nature. : o S . ‘ .

[

. . - &
Starting from the neutraligt position, we identify the anthropolagist

. 'y R .~
_ serving as an honest information-bquer/ one who doesn't take sides in local oy $
1ssues but whofaims to facilitate the acquisition and free-flow of relevant -
\ — . . . ’ PN
‘ . . K .
information to all parties involved in the matter (e.yg., Salisbury 1973; -/

- 1

H \ C ) ‘ . :
- L. Thompson 1976).' The concern to discover knowledge but not apply it had
7/ earlier gone under -the -dame of act{on anthropology (Tax 1958 18-19) though
L 3

more.recehtly that term has come to imply a far more activist goal-orientej,

. commitnent to helping a target population resist change‘sought hy an agency

.

¢

external to that population {Jacobs 1974:209?. .

‘/, '. ' * L) . ’ T
The active 4ntercessionist‘stance 38 guided by practical as well as

ideological gonsideratlons for it has bégn suggested that non-involvement will . !
' { - e

impede the ;tquisixion of important dstaz, whose very collectiorf is the’

purpose of the anthropological endeavour (Jacobs 1974) : !

This interactionist stance has alsq been called clin al anthropology'
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« (Jacobs 1974) and "advocatie' anthropology' (Petersen i974) and is held to differ

) «importantly from the established 'applied.anthropology' (Foster 1969) in that
. - N ’ * M . i ’
/ . .o .
\ in the latter case the anthropologist works to achieve practical ends set by .

E an agency<external to the community itséif, ends often set prior.to the arrival /

e ! 4

of the anthropologist ‘on the scene. In 'clinical', "action! and"advotate' .

[

anthropology the anthropologist utili2es anthropoiogical knowledge in the
’ service of the community, either in ig's efforts to resist change objectives

set from without, or to achieve change'goals decided'from within, the ‘community.
With respect to these alternatives a receng commentator has cautioned

-

that anthropologists should "set no (societal) goals éngineer no solutions,
.o (and) activate no policies" because it is probably harmfal to the long range
health and viability of the cliedt society for any outsider to‘.interfere with /

i that society's decision making and action prerogatives (L Thompson 1976, see -

\

‘ : also Castile 1975). This view appears not to be shared by the action schoolL

who seem to assert that either as professionally trained'scientists (Petersen

t - M

1974) or .a8 concerned human beings (Jacobs 1974) anfﬁropologists must aasert
‘; themselves’ actively and purposively ‘in the client's cduse. On the other‘h
j_ * 1. ' there is more usually agreement that social policy is rarely i}fluenced by the
. results of red’/ﬂch for it appears that a définition of the problem and the *
' .solu«tion ;to the pr'oblem has normally been arrived at before the social qcient’

° enterﬁ the picture (e.g. Jones 19763 Mat thews 1975),\» T -
ST In sumnary then, we can observe that divergent opinions currently exist *
l: ' ) with regard to the appropriat;,Practise o{ the app1ied role. Hawever the undzr-
lying motives nay "be in closer‘accord for few would likely di;agree with the .
) opinion of‘Tax that what he called'aetion anthropology is a.process di::ctéd
N primarily ;nd nnaltorably to trufh seeking, alternative providing, restriction

— /

rempving anq mutual 1earning‘(l9585l8419). 1 would suggest fere. that provided
- ‘6'" - “ I . »
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' hetter a solution). In Pigure.2b the existence of certain non-economic

“interest into the policy-relevant environmental research field.

= . ; .
vl “ 4 <

the anthropologist obtaina the necessary assurance that such gohl-values\are

to’ be paramount, then it matters not who the patron of the rescarch is, whether

the local communi ty ot some agepcy external to ita. s B

\ot
ECOLOGICAL ANTHROPOLOGY ‘AND POLICY ISSUES

¢ 4% - ALY

A

I vish to illustrate the part that anthropologists can_play in policy-

- ?

oriented (applied) professional work by reference to .a particular field_of

cultural anthropology, namely ecological anthropology. Given that (according

l to Barry Commoner) the fir‘; law of ecology ig that "Everything is. related to

’ &»

everything else" it is not hard to imagine the social relevance of research in’

this,field of endeavour It is certainly true that a search of the Iiterature

points to the sad neglect, by ecological anthropologists, of research into

-
-

. socially relevant areas of concern Howevsr, a series of recent reviews of .

.
-

ecologicalcanthropology &.N. Anderson 1969; J.N. Anderson 1974 ﬁennett 1976;

Hontgonery et- al 1973 Vayda & HcCay 5975) having made explicit reference to
‘these omissions of the past “371P°" serve to direct some anthropological .

¥ a

- L4

- I now wish to illustrate my discussion of this topic.by reference to

envirommental decision-making in Can'ada, and the necese#®y that ‘public and
. . - . '
institutional decision-makers have accegs to relevant data, some of which can
." ) * )

be provided by anthropoliogists. The reason why anthropologists may have a

part to play can be seen by reference to Figyfe 2 where the limitations of ode
important tool of environnental decision-making--the cost-benefit analysis--is

-

'illustrated. In Figure 2a the _grossest error is being perpetrated by the

o~

decision-unker for he assumes that all dimensiona of the question being decided-

can be quantified into ess%ntially economic costs or henefits. Thus such

. .

T externalitioo-asT e.g., social costs, are ignored.{or transmuted, vhich is no

’

A .
\ ‘ [ 7.
» e
v
.

.
\
~
v _ ’

-r N
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exigencies sre recognized, but given little weight ifz the decisioa—making

process; these show up as the 'grey area' which 1s kffectively ignored, down-
! .

, piayed or otherwise of little consequence whete politico-econon{.c’ ‘decisions

are l\ing nade -Figure 2¢c represents ‘a redefinition of the situation with the

grey area' intruded into the public policy awsreness arena, perhaps as a . -

’

result of a public interest group making a well-documented snd pub]:icized

4

’ v . -
issue aut of the matter under consideration. Such considerations increesingly
A . . »

dentand' atterition in envirommental imp'aca_ststements‘ as for example, the
’ . = M N v,
intrinsic valye of wilderness and Tecreation areas, the rights of native-

peoples to & preferred }Yifestyle, and the amenity rights of others #n genersi
when future options are being lost due to a pstiicular envirohmentsltdevelopment.

‘ . . e
Thus in Figure 2c a recognition of \srying perceptions of the problem

’

is'allowed;- this now obfuscsteq the original cost-benefit analysis even futther,

for the perceived costs and benefits may be sssigned very differeat weights

according to the analysts' .perceptions of the des'ireability of the planned )

chst;ge. Thus 2d may represent ‘the institot_ional decision-make-r's analysis,
4 ' ! ¢
whereas 2e may represent an opposipg public interest group's‘\evslustion of the
{ e < i
cése'. But cannot %this bind be resolved by asking a scientist to undertake '

re&srch, and to come up with a.atstement that is im(srtisl, truthful and a
A »
wholely objective assessment of the matter? Fortunately nstural sgientists

have little illusion about ?heir limited ability to, clsrtfy conplex policy
issue,s, though their ¢oncern to find sstisf‘sctory answers to ethicai' “and
humanistic problem of moment seems far more srticulated snd self—critical than
currently nar;ifest among social scientist:, whose values and ‘pehaviour are

rar?ly the subject of critical study (cf. Matthews 1975).

\
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' THE ANTHROPOLOGICAL ENDEAVOUR A‘ND HE Ql_!ﬁSTION~ OF QBJEﬁCTIVITY ‘. . -
- . . . oo . " '
jectivity, as I accept-ithe term, does 1ot refer to some mental or - !

psychological‘ state of mind entirel in the head of the .res'earche’rs' It refers

- to a critical approbach to’ evaluatin both data and inferences, that meet the: 3 .
. 6. .
usual non-personal tanons of science| Ip this sense objectivity" is ‘c,ontrasted

-

. ) to a subjectivity which relies for va idation largely or wholely on an appeal

-7

?,_ﬁ _ to the authority of a cparticulgr izdeo ogy or person. As Kaplan €1974: f28)

r

L]

.points out, to stand outside of ohjectbvity is' ¢o place oneself in, a‘world ! N

bounded in everymar's case .by the particularities of his own individual state- -

N
of nrlnd, which hardly provides a spundibasis for discriminating among Jany

[
alternative choices in the rational pure suit of 'trauth'. Furthemore, valye-

- ;s

free enquiry does pot require that the Lnthropologist ho;ds no personal values, ;
a .

/,.for it is obvious we all do (with differing degrees of fervour) on a variety -
i, . . . ' .

. .of topics. What-.v.al'v.xe-free~ science 'i.s,'ther.e‘fore, is less § reflectio; of .the . ]

) .o ideologic_il itancTe of the: investigator (;iﬁos'e values may exery properly SR
: ' ; : . . .

influence his decision as ‘to what pro’;:len te research) and more a statenxent of

the normative modde of eval'uating ‘the da’tai.steming from the r::earch. In

.

B vt ' i ) + . '
other words., the purported value-free position of the scientist is in respect
: 2 % : L~
to the stance he adopts in evaluatinh a p‘.lece of work according to‘whether it

J— T ;

e " is good science, irrespective of whether the conclusions -reached acccyd with

—_ ~
A, -
h ‘r al - .
is own persomal (non- scientist) view o&%vvorld s ‘ - v ¢

\ T It seens reasonable to accept thetefore that anthropologists can

't « " 0

. potentially meetythe scholarly canons of science without demeaﬁ,ng themelvesl'

I ]

as hunian.beings, because the individua‘ can b'e sciencist and hold strong, and .

seeningly antithetical moral ascientific positions (witness, for example, the

Christian beliefs of such eminent evoluttonary sci'entists as the late David : A

Lack F.R.S [1957] and‘ Alister Bardy F.R.S [1976]) The next question however,
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and 'reelity' do we"tone An our wo\rk?\ 1f ’anthropologists claim, _as'moét do I.

' i ¢

~ — 3

attaches to the ractice of anthropol gy\ {

SCIENCE AS TRUTH - . ) I

L] ! ’ \

“is howfscientifickislanthropol‘ogy\\-—- how fiear to thle understanding of
- . - - i, e —

 J

»

'truth’

—~

Earlier I suggested that scienc mi\ght be in a position to assist

‘-

. objective decieion-ma.king' by ultimate mciding truthf'ul' evaIua}:ionﬂ of’

t

-t

N researchable problems. HoWwever, the pub%‘h felt-need fQ scientific 'facts

[

A
bias of nqn-sc'ientists (which category in ludeatthe lay ,public and theg

‘ (truths) presumably results from some ),:id%ly held perception of the inherent

institutional decision—makerh). This vi oin\: implies that scientists ¥e

somehow free of bias, that is,: hold wholel obﬂective, value-free o;finidns

. , ot
) relation to researchable problems X S )
. ot
» ¢

‘.

and exeduted. . A -
* 'y

, Unintenbionaferrors also result in b d 8

Ias they are often huaan ‘error or result from cprre
. Y
3r science. An example wouyld he hank's calculati

ence, 'but may

i

-y,

of theaalu&k Pi to 707

-bias-free. Bias may result from either inteti al error gr unintentional

bg ‘for given

. decimal placed only after the adv nt of- compuers was his figure checked,

Ve

whereupon the last 200 figures we e, found in eryor

- * through that particular error and ere is no reas
"'intention to, e ' h . %. 's pa ‘A ce
1 . err on the scientist’'s part. A cade o

£

Vs

error. There is also plki.n bad reseaﬁ:h wh ch\ pay cohtain either of these

t limitatioi\s of technology

[

Clearly no harm was done

.
>

_to suppose wilful

)

f alleged intentYonal error

3
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wu reported recently, when a senior scientist-administrat.or in a U.S. federal
[} . s
agency was accused of distorting research findings to prwe that su}phur-

- ¢ » . i
bearing fuels had at; adverse: effect on health. However, it was hard to obtain

-5
evidence, other than hearsay, against the scientist dué to other slientists’
\

unwillingness to be publicly iden-tified as crii:ical of an influentia’:t colleagua
. . (Boffey'1976a: 352)/ }imilar charges of intentional bias against scientists -

are not hard to find in the Iiterature especially as relating to contentious

policy-relevant"'fs'sw"“ (e. G s the effects of lead on health q.v Gillftte l97l.

'Robbins & Johnston 1976:355ff) . Figyre 3, for example, shgws the results of

a serjies of diagnostic tests eonducted on the same mercury pollu ion victims
> -

by differen,t medd cal authorities. The resultg do vary and the iﬁsue is a vaIue-
Al - ! ‘
s ‘ léden one with tremendus social, ecorgmic‘ political and medical consequences ’

. -

--but is the observed discrepancy the result of a conscious desire to influence
¢ \
an important outcome? It-cou,ld.be, but then again it oould also be the result
v -

of the clinicians’ varying level of skill or, a rumberb¥ other reasons. o

-~

KEEPING SCIENCE HONEST . £. . s

- .
* . . | .

.
If it is easy for scientists to be less than truthful in dealing with

other scientists (and & recent survey of the subject suggests it 41s, see

- ‘

* St. James-Roberts 1976) then it should be eban easier for ‘scientists to

perpetratTe fraud on non-specialists.a It is relevant to observe that those .

matters most usually involving the interaction of science and society takes -t
place in a public, not scientific, arena.) It geems likely that scientists

entering such’ debate are . n‘ subject to the sanctions that normally pertain in

&,

,pee.rv group di\scussion, and lower standards of proof are" asked for and offered.

’

-

The result of such a situatidn “is very offen utterance, by "the scientist,' of

. (
. half-truth or suppositions or vhat has been termed trans-cience (Weinberg

l976 341) Ther_e seems little doubt that mm{policy-vrelevant issues involve

. /
.
8 ‘. s
. .
B . ”
. " ’ -

1
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‘- opinions bqing e:cpreaaed before an adequate scientific etudy of the problem o

has been undertakew The absence-of])ertinent data need not" debar a acientiat
entering the debate ua a actentfat, but it does require that the scientist
be very honkst jin delineating thé extent of acientific knowledge and the

Y4 . R . L, 3 *
beginning of a trana-gtience opinion.l_ There. il a further, requirement placed

on the 'scientist, and that ia to maké very clear that his views are not value

. o

free, for as- Howard Becker has obaerved (1966) value comﬁtmenta (i.n social
. h Y

.

.

nientiata as in anyone else) 3ompriee inescapable facta of life. Some so\
/
further than’ suggesting values are merely there, and state that a value
\ - R R - ¢ ) .
commitment is a necessary conditien of obj:ectivfty. Gouldner has compared the

social sciehtist to a judge. The judge‘ can be impartial. even when he decides
A A I
in favour of one party in a diepute, hia deciaéon is not impartial. and‘ ,

objective because it is value free, but because it ia made in tem of clearly
' defined and explicit,value& (Gouldner 1968) The value; vhich a scientiat
holds as a person as well as a scientist. ehould therefore be made expliciv, °

though it ifa quite  possible that ‘an individual scientiet entera the debate for

< we '
.

- a
reasons of acientific curioeity, to find out ;he facta, rather than to advance

. i

a particular view~point ;iependedt upon the facta ao ‘discovered. In my view

this 1s a legitimate role, though I recognize that other of\ my ¢colleagues. will
, 4 . . B Lo . ' N
feel this role is not enough and may.be, in thegr view, -moyjally .reprehegsible.

I recognize that in“earlier tilmes I too would have advocat'ed 'advocacy,l:\iet"now

. ®

I feel less happy(.about that role. Perha’e several yeare ‘of association with .
a deve‘loping nation in tbia conntty. have caused me to rethink just’ whaﬁvae
ﬁing achieved in the name of development, or per\hapa experience taught me

L)
that indeed as Tax cautioned (1958: 18-19) it i8°a ahort step from believing one

knows a lot about a people to believing pne knows what is best for theh. .
. ~ S ¢




‘professional (ie. pol-itical) advocacy positibn being adopted. Are not these

"to contribute, by such activities, to the ultimate enhanced public"-standing of

: 152

. . N N - )

THE Lf&rrs OF INTEGRITY .
I suggest the practice of applied anthropology by definition requires

that the aci;entist actively relate -his research endeavp\uré‘ to some issue having

pqli‘cy ilpli'cations, though I believe a case can be made againa_t an extra-

positions contradictory" Under certain extreme circmtant:ea certainly they”’

may be in contradiction, but my positiorI is less extreme and acknowledges the

.

. *

need—for the saentiat (l) to ea»gage, as appropriate to his professtonal. '’
specialization, in policy-related res’earch, (ZL to ensure that his relevant '
findings become widel'y enough known to ‘influenge an ultimately well-informed

decision hopefully. in the public interest, Mut almost as a by-product,

’ q

. / . : S
#fl: profession. These three points- are predicated on the assumption that

. -——

anthrc'ipologists do, indeed, have useful skills and should engage them for

incremental human betterment. ’ ) . .
’ M \3 . . .

What I now wish to argue, is that public involvement--at. that dangerous -

"intersection of science with soclety--requires meeting the requirements for

full public accmmtai:ility, for as argued earlier, some of the Lsafgm’irds S ‘s
- (P
appear to bg léss in evidence or even removed when scientiats enter the public
4

‘arena. It nig!ft b,e useful‘o consider wha\ institutfonal arrangement.p

. - -

acientlsta might invoke to arrive at 'truth’ when active at or near the science/
trane-acynce interface. What happens, for example, when two- experts diBagrev? :

with conflict-

., .
Natural scientistd called as expeits are comstantly f?

ing evidence from colleagues vhed involved with urgent policy-#8lated issues.

AIJ s. Preaidcntial Advisory Group recently advanced the idea ofa Science~ ”.

Court, w‘hich, despite 1its own best proaelytizing efforts, has nevertheless

" attracted little support. It is instructive to enquire why this is sd¥ b

.
¢ -
.
.

' -

1§
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THE SCIENCE COURT - L , ‘

%, .. - : .
The court has limited objectives:. to provide_best available judgments

about matters of scfentific fact. It expects."to describe ‘the current state °

of technical knowledge, which will provide defensible, credible technical
ba.ses for urgent policy decisions" (Task “Force Report 1976:653), Furthernore

vit acknowledges that it holds no illusioss that this procedure will arrive at —
. . = * ]

. ' . . ) .

the, 'truth', which it sees as "elusive and (tendiag) to change from yedr to

/
. The Sclence Court is not seen as the final court but rather, as a

- *

provider of best informatioh which would have input ,,into more broadly based

4 »

institutions where societal values yould be applied in the developnent of

“

public policies. It would ensure that scientists provide the policy-maker with

8°°d Science and nog. brans-sciences. S e ' . . ’

‘ 3 é

‘

.
.
-
N .
. .
. . - - ‘. . 3
. . - . ' -
R ' .’ s .
, -~ * ., .
» R . .
.

&

’ i‘hére have been several objections to the idea of a Science Court (€. 4.,

b
L.ipspn l976(890, Cobb 1976 674 Boffey l976b 129) ét'is interesting to note
( L]

: that An Ehe 'har&est' of the 'hard sciences , nayely physics,~~where one might

1

suppose the most incontrover;tible scienf:ific truths “are to be found-—there is *

concern. at the unwOr)ksbility, for the cWinterest, of. the Seienqe Court

’ (Callen 1976: 950). . Criticisn of- the idea ce'ntres around the assumption that
. value-frbe questions‘ of ‘fact can be separated frots political questions \of policy.
‘ Af the\Scisy:e Court is nerely to restriet itself to quéstions of fact-‘en it

fs germane to s.sb 'H'l;at questiqns?" And the sobering.answer is t;lat thf,'

by

"selection of questionb to be asked is itself based on politfcal Judgént. qure-

1

 over, the aaswvers- to the questions being askea are often ‘unknown, and therefore

can only be i‘stimsted. “If the’ correct deciaion depends on sequential ‘argument

(to errive at snsversl, end eech mknown is assigned robabilistic weightingb -

w .

of less then unity (certainty)g then even slightly different Veightings given

' . T f’ - - . . . .
. > ’

[

-



each of eay six steps in an argunent can cauee widely divergent conclusions to
. ’ ‘be dra-'n 6_ The _problen here 1is that such questions of judgnent are not tealized

By laynen’ who will cone to think t‘ ecience i{s capable of neasuring in-

-
PR

X . controvent.ﬂile truth in the laboratory, or at 1east functd.oning without ’ ",
.;J . partiality, bias, or exceasive dqpen&ence dn'gubjective judgnent, '.\ -

: ] 0 EFFECT, mmc'mooun‘rmun ‘. ‘/-. ' L S )
. s .. Clearl; then, if publ'ic deci,sion-making ta too cruciai to be .le.f'; to

(

3c3entists judzment:e what tolq do s'ci.entihts. play? I find myself agreeing
- . \ P \Ll -
g ' wi{h Jacob Bronowdd aﬁo—e‘ierved that it 18 the scientists, responsibiiity to

s .,.

}create an-informed- public opinionw Tﬁis’ req\iires é’ffeetive domunication out-

"

. side of the narrow conf.ines" of /ptofess‘onal and hig‘hly spec’zed groupe with

’greater utilization of thé, 'sé gedia, and tl’re prpduc‘cion and JpubHcgtion of
\ L]
' lesg esgteric wri‘tings Accomt;bilfty impl‘,ies full di'scloeure of the Aata

!
a.‘

having a bear g on: concluefonp reache? a—nq it*‘inpliee pub’l‘ln recognition that

" % B L
r ability, thetefore, is both cd‘ucative and valuev-ehaping, and yet will not

* ., .
nécessérily or au{omatichl,lg p“l‘oduce :poeitive reeug.ts. ECIEE

- » ’
I

»

!

o

‘ S . '\ In a democratic society, vhere the 1>ublit'r 1:8 the ultimate. drbiter on .

[} -~ ’ ,\.

public pfolicy, technically correct-décisionq éill yain Iittle unless -acceptable

J to a significant numbet of people. This is inportax\t becduse in a‘pubiic

] - less acceptance by the public*on the one hand, and one vit; lese -correc«tseos"'

o bgt more . acccpfance on the bther. Given the °polinica1 nat

Lo~ ..' decioion-mking the leee correct decieion is likely to be tP\l< one that 'is‘
(‘ 14
made (A. Thompson 1976:12). Thus the role of the éducator’ is edpecially

-
. N 9 .
s . - . f
’ . ’ -
) . y
‘

=~
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important for turning the dec‘isibn toward a greatev degree of ’correctness’-

ia dependent upon a full airing of the facts relevant to the issue. ’ -
[ 3 . I
“ .As outlined “in’ Fig.?b the grey area of public decision-making °is
3
often that ,very area whére anthropologists can proyide data.df especial
)

relevance. " The relativistic point of view, able, to stand opposed to the urban

- b -

"middle-class mind set of the senior corporate or public servant may bring &

perspec,tive to the debare—cleafl? mmng—éw

N < R Ny N
In conclusioa, I wish to illustrate, /y reference to a recent research

diversi\fying influence. ' ) . S e

endeavour, - the contribution and limits such &n applied position may malta' to a

policy-relevant dia'cu'ssion (but not necessarily to a resolution of the conflict

. v
. .

surrounding the issue in queotion) . o

~§H BATHURST I.SLAND CASE ' . , . .

. . In l973 Panareric Oi:l.s Ltd., a consortium composed of seVeral oil

~companies and the federal government belgan seismic surveying for hydrocarbon \

. depoaits in an area of the Canadian High Arctic over wbich it held exploration

|
» A

rights. o S . . B

+

The area in question was the primary caribou huntin(territory of an

adjacent Inuit comuni,ty of approximt'ely 220 people. The fe‘deral department
?

ultimately responsdble for Inuit peop_les welfare and the administration of

oil exp_loration was one and( thé same, namely the Departmpent of Indian Affairs

' -
and Northern Development. If exploration were taking place on unused or un-

AV

occupied lands, their decision-naking in rdspect to these two divergent roles
1 ;

. might be relatively \mconplicated, but in the case of Bathurst Island both the

oil companies and the local residents had -afi intense interest in exaloiting
the resources of Bathurst Island, spec'ifically caribou and hydrocarbon reserves
Jredpectively. Unfortunately the search ‘for hydrocarbons involw.red moving heaVy'

‘ ’ ‘

9 L I
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equipment across the landsca'pg, aetting off detonations, cpeftructing airstrips

and staging areas and the .coming awd going .of aircraft and vehicular traffic

- in areas th“ ‘Ppeared to include habitat critical’ to’the wellbeing of the
: v - f . . .
caribou population. [ '

.
- . - -

. ~ _The p‘utcon’:e: of this conflict situation was a requést by the Inuit

v

v community -a feeting with the Minister of Indian amd Northern. Affairs, which
néeting took lplace_in Ottawa during February 1974.. Delegates from the

¢ community pginted out that they un_derstood very';well the normal behaviour of \
the caribou in that region and had detected significant #hanges in caribou

o hehaviour since oil explo'ration s;arted'on Bathurst Islandafive years before.

Caribou, it was claimed were -now lesving their preferred range on the Island

moving eastward to other parts of the island and inde’erd many cariborﬁere

13

c ’ leaving the island altogether each fall onée the sea froze. ,This out-migration

the’ commmity blamed on-the increased dinterférence resulting from contihued ,
o ’ " . o 7
explorati'on activity on the island.' The: Hini'ste.r prbﬁised to give’ careful

~

consideration to their views, and ‘indicated that no final decision for the 1974

\, \‘
aeisndc season would be made until March when a second meeting with the O

comlunity delegates woyld be he<ld in Ottawa.

N ’ Houever, évidently thée was a misunderstanding of the Hinister'

-’ [ ’

intention, for thbugh a second meeting did take place, in Ottawa on March let,. ' ,

. the decision to allow the seismic ,exﬁ'!!!ratioh to. proceed was made severalw/ee}ﬁ

S
.

prior to that aecond meeting. it vas unfortunate, that the community belf®€ved

‘ . the second neeting was for the purpose of further discussing the relevant -

<. N

infomtion possessed by all parties 80 as to better enable an 1nformed

decision to be made, whereas the !{inister evidently believed the information A
. on, hand in February Lad sutficient to allow a 'deci,ion ‘to be made without
' ,“ .additional input from'the liunter%. s o

! LY
.
.
o
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-1 had been pre'sent at the ‘time of-these meetings‘as an S,dviaer to the

.
* -

Inuit _group, and my asaessnent af the situation resultbd in the following

.
- A ' 1

concluaiona. 2 Lo L T

Pl

(1) The Inpit had a great: deal of relévant ,ipformation on nérmative caribou *

behaviour both on Bathurst Island and elsewhere in _the region. . /

(2) The Inuit alleged that the caribou had, over the past few Seasone »ibegan
. e, » . .

to behave differemtly. v

.

(3) There was concern-that observed changes in caribou behaviour (i.e. out-

"
‘s

migration) was not in the best interest of the caribou popnlat':ion. -
" (4) The Mipister asserted that no change in caribou behaviour wad taking place

‘and that the health of the herds remained good. ' . . .

H

/(5) The Inuil' asserted that explo'ration was affecting tl{e caribou, adversely

-

. while the, H.inister said that exploration activity had no effz&t on caribou.

At this- point no" ftﬁther discussion.ﬂbeemed ugeful, as r.he patties held,

moment.arily at least, unal;erably opposing viewpoints based, presumably, ong

, evaluation of different sorts of data. ' : , .
'f:' The role o£ the scientiet involved "in such a situation is initially,

L]

An ay view, to critically re-evaluate the evidence -on hand. . The scientific

. ’evidence upon which the Hinister‘&ositian was based ‘gas made available‘to the: N
Inuit, and when evaluated was seen to be totally inadequate as a basis .rfor |

., informed decision-naking.\h In sv.':'liggry it incl a variety of en\;i;'pnnental
\'reporte mostly of a totally irrelé;ant natur:‘id\ the Minister's advisers

’either in ignorance or otherwise falsely aaaetted would allow an informed basis
for decision-making in this particular t:ase. Furtheruore it appeared that ( o

-

' several relevant reporta had been.ignored in pra,pgring advice for the. Minister. -

These findings vere commicated on March 25, 1974 to the Inuit (Freeman 1974a)

.

The conclusion that the government's basis for decision making was

e .t 5 . o ,’ ‘ *

¥
u‘!




. The hunters were correct, as judged by the evidence,’ in claiming that the ‘-

4 , .
without scientific foundation was only half of the task for a scientific adviser;

aftet‘ a"l'l,the counter arguments advanced by the Inuit might be equally ground-
less. Whereas to not subject them to equal scrutiny might be vbithin the-

traditions of 'applied anthropology' as defined by some, ‘such_an action would
not accord with needed professiona.l standards of accol.t-ntability In my view,

with&t T hope, seening pretmtious, tgre is more at issue than merely proving

one side wrong, for the exercise of accountability necessarily fnvolves perform-

ing an educ\gtiia\ value-foming rolé, for we may ask, is not the point of -

scientific researcﬁ to clarify a contentious. 1§8ue? Hoy does showing the .

3

falsity of one side of ‘an argument help achieve that, if at the same , tine//t:he

question as to the status of the counter-argument remains &pen? .

It was therefore necessary that I visit the community to gather data7

— . v -

in order to evaluate the evidence’the Inuit wished to présent in support of

. g s
their counter-positfion: ) ST
. ’ “ 2
This research certainly feil under thé‘rubric of urgent anthropology' ,

for time was of the essence.if -the iminent start-up of exploration activity$

was to be further influ‘enced. W data obtained from interviewing

" were anaq immediately following returt from the field ear‘iy in April and

a copy sent back to the tom;nity ‘on April 9, 1974 (Freeman 1976b)

Shortly thereafter the community prepared a press release attaching

/7 - +
this 'expert testimony in support of their position. - /
~

‘

Ty At this point it is reasonable to ask whether the Inuit position was

P

supported by the scientifiq investigation. The anawer is both ‘xes' and- 'no’.

caribou were beginning to change their behaviour (as nanifest by nigration

away.fron p-ditional graﬁing ataad). However there was clearly no more than

circuqtmtial evidence to support their asjertion thab the oause -of this

-

.changed behaViour vas the seianic exploration activity. Data analysis

- B |

- ) Y

-

Y

y-
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indicated 8 high degree of correlatiod/between the onset o{ exploration -and
the beginningﬁf movement. from these distutbed areas. However, cause is not
pre&en by correlatieq‘ and clearly @xpeﬁt opinion ‘as tokthe origins of parti- -

cular'phases of caribou behaviOurr-especially unanticipated behaviour--is, in
. / AJ
e . . <

my opinion likely in the realm of trana-seience at this moment in time.
[ ‘ \ ov . )
D?IUSSIQN & CONCLUSION ) ‘ .

This case study is’6ffered to illustrate my ‘contention that the type

-

of anthropology we do, under the’ label of policy—relevant or applied anth!opology
requires that the scientist be fully adcountable. In this case full  document- _

ation was prepared and made available to all parties with an interest in the

dispute. As many.of the parties were 'lay persons » the results of this
[

research were also prepared for widespread peer group (1. e.,'specialist)

review (Freeman & Hackman 1975 Hackman & Freeman 1975; Freeman 1975) and field

data of particular relevance to the con‘lusion that the Inuit were right and

-
v

¢ ‘ 5
the Minister wrong (in respect to whether or not caribou were changiﬁg their '

behaviour)‘was provided to f;deral scientists for their critical ré-analysis
(Miller & Russell 1975); Asgsistance was also provided for media coverage of
the dispute “e. g. News of the Month ;—3une 26 1974; interviéw April 3, 1974

CBEC radio) &

.

Was my involvement as an- anthropologist value-free? Clearly it was
not nor could it»be I chose to be involved bgcause my past experience as a
professional ecologist leads'me to believe that. the extensive empirical dafg.
base possessed by Inuit hunters is a vital source,of knowledge for better
understanding of the enigmatic workings of‘ng:thern ecological‘systems;'aome "
of these informed data have been comnunicated to 5pecia1ist audiences in_the
past (€.d., Freeman l968a, 1968b; 1971b 1973), not’to prove an ideological ‘

point but rather, to disaenipate ‘ugeful knowledgea My values, in“respect to

/ ] . . v-- .

- 23 -
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,'{' . my holding that|these n.at:lve ‘q\_;aervation; -arI, usfful, are tentative as are all
~ 1 * ' \ . ” . .
: X ‘ ! . '
my-personal valupsg, informed by my. curreng clicir:al evaluation of the evidgce

¥

: s -
o in ‘similar fashiop and it is my judgment, as a sicientist, which decides whether

and in, what way
9

information should be ma?le gilabi.e as a contribution to. -

i N ~
. -

L .
. . X e

R ' A : P / :

~ ', ) . . / Pl . . s \,
. rs .
. . - & .
> . .

e — - . / A ,
e . ’ ) '

. khowledge.
9.

- [
¢ — -
— ” - .
. -
\ M »
-
»
.
. ~
.
¢
» -
A . L]
. . 4
\ A ~ . ~
» \ .
. ra , -
) -~ .
/
P
)
‘ v
»
. h » 5 ‘
- ¢ “
s
. LS
- i
L]
v
s
| ]
r
. . - ’
= : a
) >
. -
. - . ; , -
I R
—
“
B ' \"t
. ¥
f’ 1




’

4.
( <

NOTES

1

I don't wish to deny that more money would llk!gy resull In more work

However,_others offer cautionary'couneﬁts concerning. the need of

" being donen However, I do wigh to emphasizc that funds by themsclvcs will :
not ensure improved Quality‘of work accomplished .

anthropologists remaining at a distance from the sponsors of the.research'’
1974) and this presumably holds true

(e g+, Jones 1976; Schensu
’irrespective of, who spons

' the research.

\4

The position of anf‘particular-discipline along a graded continwum from .
'soft science’
depends primarily on the nature of the pﬁinomgna ‘the {iscipline studies.

the most predictive 'hard science'

When the discipline deals with assemblages of data'that behave according’

to discoverable’ invariable n then we are dealing witH a 'hard science

to the least predictive

whereas the extent to which data are increasingly unique and appear
statistically scattered and stochastic .in behaviour reflects the ‘goftness' CON

of the .science.

Indeed, in many of the human and social sciences,\the

intrinsically refractory statistical nature of \he phenomena is more a

cause of the dubious claim to scientism, irrespecti
which methodological rigor may he lacking in the re
analysis of datq\ The result “is that propositions
practitiopers of such ‘s
fictive -- but due to scieﬂtific opecity there may be too little evidence .
for judging which (Stent 1976:35)% as Stent (op.cit) points out
this is not to say 'such activity ig withouts
many diffgrent means of obtainifig insights into complex behaviour,-
intuitive approach may be no less useful than the rigorously deductive in .

the search for understanding of human, behaviour.

ve of. the exfent to,
arth ar subsequent
dvanced by '

t, sciénce' disciplines may be either real .or

.However,

b

“
b

alue, for there are obviously .

K

-and the ~

——

Clearly not all disagreement among scientists results ‘from wilfull or

blatant dishonesty.

Robbins .and Johnston (1976:951ff.) cogently argue

that scientists tend to disagree ameng themselves, in respect to 'expert
-advice' offered to outsiders because of occupational differentiation.

They point out (ibid.:354) that academic,-g

rnment, and indﬁstrial, 4

sciegtists operate in quite diffe,re’n'c institutional ‘settings, each of
which lmszes a different set of professional' expectations upon the
scientist. It is this differentiation of the scientific community (alqng
cognitive and occupational ]ineg) which, they claim, creates the basis of
conflict apong scientists in dealing with issues having import in the

real world.

LY

-

L

IT¥ would presumably guard against the situation reported by Wolins, which
i8 worth repeating here because of the particular sécretiveness and
proprietary view anthropologists hold in respect to their data.. Wolins
wrote to. 37 séientists asking for the raw data upon which recent articles:
‘were based. Of the 32 who responded, 21 (66%) claimed the data were "lost",
"Lnad#ertantly dedtroyed" or "misplaced". ,He did obtain seven sets of

PR
»

ifvalidate the authors'

" vdata in all, but found that three contained errors sufficient to
conclysions (Wolins 1962:657) ™

”
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Callen (1976) gives a simple linear illus&ution where a{ each step of & |
six step argument the spread of opinion (expressed as a probabllity of .
certitude) varies.from 75% to 95Z. The outcome if this 8light divergence

of opinibn were majnfained thrpugh each step of the argument could be

R
')-5

"either a conclusion with a tuo—to—-three chance of being cdrreCt or a

conclusion with a tﬂ-to-ong chance against being correct . :

At the time of my visit a three-man Canadian Wildlife Service team vas : "
also visiting the area to examine the caribou so that 1 did not attempt s

‘to gather any biological data howing, fdr exanple, that caribou 1eaving ’

the traditional grazd.ngiands re living under nutritionally more. stress- - ’?

-ful conditions than thoee who remained in preferred areas.

“

. L™ : . s ‘
"1 view of the urgency of the issues involved a few days only could be

allowed for data gathering, and for those who question the worth of a one- o
week field trip, I shguld say it wag in a community where I knew many,

. and was known to the majority oi‘s hunters after a series of yisits there

over a nine year period. With twoé local people acting as field assistants/
interpreters, nearly all hunters were interviewed to provide detailed . »
information on each of their caribou hunts over the past three years.
Hunters werd alsp asked other questions relating to hunting, including

their personal evaluation (and the basis for these}views) of the impact of

seismic and other activities on wildlife . .

. -
‘I have much in my field notebooks that may ‘one day be written up as a

¢ontribution to ethnozoology, which category I hasten to add, is no less
worthy of communication than is scientific ecolbgy, but which does
represent different data than those whose objective reality*I-can evaluate
and voych for in terms of my owm criticals experience. Being less sure of
such data require that they be further validated before being disseminated
ag 'anthropological fact'.  An example here woyld be an .on-going ethnozoo-
logical study of the polar bear, whose generic categorization is nanuq.

N

‘“Thus whereas I.now understand what sort of polar bdar is being referred to

by such categorical terms.as atirttalaaq, atirt mrq Tarnarlu, dtirttaluk,’
atirttalaalik, nukau, nukaugdjjuak, -émgujjuak, and\nin .

used by hunters in eastern Baffin Island), I am not yet Bufe of the '

definitive status of those 'polar bears' “that are not generically’ nmuQ,a{
but are variously called tuZZanmtuq, nmuftaugmauituarh«k and tirian
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